well-marked examples of the Ethiopian [i.e. African] variety", followed by the "Malay variety", those resembling the "people ... who originally inhabited the American Continent",6 and finally those whose facies suggested the "great Mongolian family" more than any of the other great divisions of mankind. It should be recalled that *Norman Howard-Jones OAB.E., M.R.C.S., L.R.C.P., 28 Down devoted particular attention to the last group-probably because its characteristics were sufficiently constant and often encountered to make it an easily recognizable clinical entity. He attributed most cases of the "Mongolian type of idiocy" (he did not use the term "mongolism") to "tuberculosis in the parents", which he believed to be the "hereditary origin of the degeneracy". Down's ethnic classification contained no implication of an evolutionary hierarchy of ethnic characteristics, for among the "large number of idiots and imbeciles"7 that he had studied he found "numerous representatives" both of the "great Caucasian family" and the "great Mongolian family", the "Ethiopian", "Malay", and "American" varieties being much fewer.
As a general conclusion, Down wrote: "I cannot but think that the observations which I have recorded are indications that the differences in the races are not specific but variable." In a final sentence he stated: "These examples of the result ofdegeneracy among mankind appear to me to furnish some arguments in favour of the unity of the human species."
The term "mongolism" existed for more than a hundred years-and still sometimes exists-as a relic of Down's attempt to classify mental defectives by reference to Blumenbach's ethnographic classification, although it is obviously as unscientific as it is unacceptable for other reasons. It should be noted that there is no suggestion in Down's paper that Blumenbach's ethnic Mongolians were more susceptible to mental defect than other ethnic groups.
To determine what was the first example of the use of Down's disease or syndrome would be an undertaking as laborious as it would be of questionable utility, but "Mongolism" persisted as the descriptor in Medical subject headings until 1975, when it was replaced by "Down's syndrome".
In the first year of the new Index medicus in 1960, the articles listed provided only an occasional example of the use of the eponymic designation in preference to "mongolism". In the following year the Lancet published a letter from nineteen signatories, including W. Langdon-Down and L. S. Penrose, urging that the term "mongolism" should be abandoned in favour of "Langdon-Down's anomaly", "Down's syndrome or anomaly", "congenital acromicria", or "trisomy 21 anomaly". The signatories -eight of them American, five British, two French, and one each Danish, Japanese, Swedish, and Swiss pointed out that "the increasing participation of Chinese and Japanese investigators in the study of the condition imposes on them the use of an embarrassing term."8. Later in the year, letters from two correspondents in the same journal deplored the use of the term "Down's syndrome" in two articles.9 An editorial Short Articles note, misquoting the title of Down's paper, explained that "mongolism" had "misleading racial connotations and is hurtful to many parents"!! However, it was not until its second 1964 volume that the Lancet indexed the condition under its eponymic designation.
In 1965, the Eighteenth World Health Assembly awarded L. S. Penrose a prize for his contributions to the understanding of mental subnormality-notably, in the words of the President of the Assembly, of "mongolism" and "the Klinefelter mongol".10 By then, the Mongolian People's Republic had been a member of the World Health Organization for three years, and the Mongolian delegation informally requested the WHO Director-General that these objectionable terms should in future be avoided.1' Henceforth they disappeared from WHO publications.
In 1969 Batchelor pointed out that the resemblance of so-called "mongols" to ethnic Mongolians was superficial, and that "the physiognomy of the mongol can still be recognized when the individual is Mongolian by race",12 as had previously been stated by the nineteen signatories of the 1961 letter. That this should be so removes any shadow ofjustification for retaining the term "mongolism". 
